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A Study of Pre-Purchase determinants of Brand Avoidance:
Moderating role of familiarity with country-of origin
Purpose – the purpose of this paper is to provide an overview of the concept of pre-purchase
brand avoidance, by identifying the factors motivating this phenomenon. In addition this
paper aims to provide the negative effect of familiarity with country-of-origin.
Design/methodology/approach – relationships between constructs (undesired self, negative
social influence, perceived animosity and perceived risk) are hypothesized and data are
collected via online web survey from Pakistan. Each of the 286 respondents provided their
evolution for the brands (no particular category) they avoided. All hypotheses are tested using
structural equation modeling by using AMOS.
Findings – the paper finds that the concept does exist in developing countries as well, and for
all categories of brands, undesired self congruence is the key determinant for pre-purchase
brand avoidance.
Research limitation – the study used no particular category of the products. Results need to
be expanded and confirmed with other specific product categories on the other emergent
markets.
Practical Implications – practical implication of the study are that, the knowledge of the
factors motivating brand avoidance could be taken as competitive advantage, and should be
taken as a long term objective to work on these factors to make their brand healthy.
Originality/value – this paper provides new insights into consumer judgments of prepurchase brand avoidance.
Key words brand avoidance, undesired self congruence, negative social influence, perceived
animosity, perceived risk, familiarity with country-of-origin
Paper type Research Paper

Introduction
Consumers are independent in their choices for products or brands. They could love some
brands, be indifferent or express negative opinions towards other brands. A considerable work
has been done by researchers in positive responses to brands. For example, brand love
(Albert, Merunka, & Valette-Florence, 2008; Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Whang, Allen,
Sahoury, & Zhang, 2004), brand attachment (Thompson, Rindfleisch, & Arsel, 2006;
Thomson, MacInnis, & Whan Park, 2005), brand passion (Fournier, 1998), brand satisfaction
(Fournier & Mick, 1999), and brand delight (Rust, Varki, & Oliver, 1997). Consumers have
2
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the tendency to buy those brands with images congruent to their self-concepts, or those that
will give desired meaning to their lives (Aaker, 1999; Grubb & Harrison L. Grathwohl, 1967;
Levy, 1959; Sirgy, 1982; Solomon, 1983).
Whereas the literature on the negative side that studies why people avoid certain brands is
limited or narrowly defined (Dalli, Romani, & Gistri, 2006). This inequality is understandable
because companies and institutions are very much interested in practical results of the positive
form of the knowledge. They are interested in knowing what consumers want and willing to
buy (Dalli et al., 2006). At the same time, it is also difficult to justify this inequality on the
theoretical level; in order to better understand the purchasing and consumption behaviors, it is
essential to take both positive and negative aspects into the same frame (Dalli et al., 2006).
When we pay close attention to the existing literature, we can see that major studies in Anticonsumption area are focusing on dissatisfaction with products and services (Banister &
Hogg, 2004; Oliver, 1980), or on counter-cultural phenomenon such as voluntary
simplification (Craig-Lees & Hill, 2002; Piacentini & Banister, 2009), boycotts (Klein, Smith,
& John, 2004; Kozinets & Handelman, 1998) and consumer resistance (Cherrier, 2009; Hogg,
1998; Kozinets, 2002; Zavestoski, 2002).
Marketing managers are always interested in the acceptance of their brand in the market and
to increase their market share and to maximize the profit is their ultimate goal or target. To
get their product/brand accepted by consumer they have to offer their product/brand with an
acceptable level of quality to meet the need of the consumer. Since the world has become a
global village, technology is at its peak, and in this technological era, almost every
firm/organization has the capability to fulfill the basic need of the consumer with an
acceptable quality level. Then the question that arises then is that what should a company do
for the acceptance of their product or brand? They should differentiate their product/brand
from others available. For that they have to know the self of the consumer and to create an
acceptable image. A lot of research has been done on the positive factors which help
marketing managers to achieve their goals. At the same time, it is equally important to know
about which negative factors/reasons are creating a problem for the acceptance of their
product. In our study, our focus is to explore those reasons/factors which restrict consumer to
use the product or brand beyond product-related attributes. More specifically, what are the
pre-purchase determinants of brand avoidance?
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Literature Review
In psychology literature, approach and avoidance motivation were studied in detail. Elliot
(1999) said that in approach motivation, the behavior is “instigated or directed by a
positive/desirable event or possibility”, on the other hand in avoidance motivation; the
behavior is “instigated or directed by negative/undesirable event or possibility”. The term
brand avoidance was not properly defined before Lee (2007) defined it as follows: “The
conscious, deliberate, and active rejection of a brand that the consumer can afford, owning to
the negative meaning associated with that brand.”
If we go into extent literature we can find limited studies such as Thompson et al. (2006) and
Oliva et al. (1992) who explicitly used the term ‘brand avoidance’ in their study. Brand
avoidance has been described as anti-thesis of brand loyalty (Oliva et al., 1992). He further
proposed that satisfaction leads to brand loyalty whereas dissatisfaction leads to brand
avoidance.
The concepts Narayana and Markin (1975) proposed are relevant to our study. They proposed
three sets under the conceptualization of consumer behavior. They initially divided the
decision made by consumers towards total set of brands available in the market into two sets:
awareness set and unawareness set. If the brand falls into unawareness set then the chances of
being considered for that brand does not exist at that particular time. On the other hand if the
brand falls into awareness set, then there are chances to be considered. Narayana and Markin
(1975) further divided choice decision into three sets: evoked set, inert set and inept set.
Consumer is likely to reduce his choice options in awareness set by narrowing down the
category further and want to make his purchase selection from a smaller group of brands,
known as evoked set (Howard & Sheth, 1969). Campbell (1969) defined the evoke set as “the
set of brands of a product which the buyer actually considers when making a specific brand
choice”. According to Howard and Sheth (1969), “the brands that become alternatives to the
buyer’s choice decision are generally a small number, collectively called his ‘evoked set’”.
Consumer positively evaluates the brands in their evoked set for purchase and consumption.
In our study, we divided the determinants into two broad categories: Pre-purchase
determinants and Post-purchase determinants. The former is based on the personal, social and
societal needs; whereas, the later one is related personal experience that consumer has with
the product or brand (Lee et al., 2009). The focus of the available research on post purchase
negative responses is mainly on brand dissatisfaction (Bodur & Day, 1978; Lee, 2007). As
4
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/14

observed by Bagozzi et al. (1999), the focus on dissatisfaction is due to the fact that it is
primary emotion to receive attention. Some people avoid certain products or brand because of
negative associations and meanings that they do not want to represent (Banister & Hogg,
2004; Englis & Solomon, 1997; Levy, 1959; Thompson & Arsel, 2004). These researchers
suggested to include other possible (apart from dissatisfaction) emotions and behavior on the
negative side but the research done on this issue is still limited (Bougie, Pieters, &
Zeelenberg, 2003).

Pre-Purchase Determinants of Brand Avoidance
Our study focuses on the reasons that motivate consumers not to consume a particular brand
beyond product-related attributes. In literature we can find that a variety of reasons can form
negative brand attitudes which motivate people to refrain from using a brand. Consumers may
boycott a brand because of its explicit commercialism, violation of human rights or the
environment, or involvement in unethical business practices (Friedman, 1985; SandIkci &
Ekici, 2009). Animosity towards the country from which the brand originates may be the
cause of avoiding a brand as consumer may believe that buying a foreign-made product/brand
is unpatriotic (Klein, Ettenson, & Morris, 1998; Shimp & Sharma, 1987). Furthermore,
Consumers may choose not to buy a brand as the brand symbolizes an undesired self or
unwanted reference group that they do not want to identify with (Banister & Hogg, 2001;
Englis & Solomon, 1997). Also consumers may reject brands that are not well-matched with
their social roles or with other products or brands that they already use (Hogg, 1998).
Whereas, Garretson and Clow (1999) noticed that during the process of purchasing the
products/brands, the consumers perceive different types of risks related to product itself or
associated with the usage of that product. In the following section, we will discuss these
themes in more detail.

Undesired Self Congruence
Consumers form their self-concepts and identify their social reference groups through what
they choose not to consume as well as what they consume (Banister & Hogg, 2001; Englis &
Solomon, 1997; Hogg, 1998; Hogg, Cox, & Keeling, 2000). As Englis and Solomon (1995)
posit, “consumers may eschew purchase, ownership, and use of such products and activities
owing to their reluctance to be identified with an avoidance group”. In the same way,
consumers define, “not me” by refusing “anti-constellation” to stay away from an association
with the related stereotype (Hogg, 1998; Hogg & Michell, 1996). Anti-constellation
5
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“represent the complementarity of negative choices across multi-category products” (Hogg,
1998).
Undesired self concept is introduced by Ogilvie (1987), which he described as a least desired
identity, consist of the sum of negatively valenced traits, memories of unhappy experiences,
embarrassing situations, fearsome events, and unwanted emotions, the individual is
consistently motivated to avoid (Bosnjak & Rudolph, 2008). Undesired self should more
strongly predict the consumer’s well being relative to idealized selves as predicted by Ogilvie
(1987). Undesired self is a psychological construct and most relevant to brand avoidance.
Ogilvie (1987) suggests that undesired self is a set of associations and values with which
people do not want to be linked and afraid of giving a negative self. Other researchers argue
that in comparison of what people want to be, they may have clear idea about what they do
not want to be, and this ‘push’ away from undesired self might be more effective than the
‘pull’ towards the ideal self (Lee, 2007; Ogilvie, 1987). Previous study mentioned the
response of a participant, “you can get away with not having a complete positive image by
just completely avoiding the negative image” (Banister & Hogg, 2001). We have following
hypothesis in our study:
H1:

Undesired self congruence positively influences consumers’ brand avoidance attitude.

Negative Social Influence
Consumers believe that they are capable of making their independent opinions but what other
people think can also influence them, especially people with negative attitudes can make a big
change in their decisions (Duhacheck, Zhang, & Krishnan, 2007). Consumer attitudes towards
products/brands are influenced by others around them. In current social networking era, the
society is becoming more inter-connected through online social networks such as Facebook,
twitter, and Myspace. This influence is even becoming a significant driver of individual
consumer attitudes (Duhacheck et al., 2007).
Social influence is defined as, the degree to which members of a reference group influence
one another’s behavior and experience social pressure to do a specific behaviors (Kelman,
1958; Kulviwat, Bruner II, & Al-Shuridah, 2009). In a similar way, in this study the term
negative social influence may be taken as the degree to which members of a reference group
influence one another’s behavior and experience social pressure to not to do a specific
behavior. In their study, Duhacheck et al. (2007) found that negative opinions had a
particularly strong influence on the attitudes of others. They further, found that people with
6
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negative opinions about products have tendency to become more negative while participating
in group discussions.
It is a common phenomenon that when people confronted a dissatisfaction situation with a
product/brand or service, they may or may not speak up with others depending upon their
personality characteristics (Lau & Ng, 2009). For example; a quite person may not speak up
and a social type person may willingly engage in negative WOM. Sociable people tend to be
in contact with more people and discuss their negative product experiences. Especially,
consumers who are dissatisfied with a purchase or rejected or discontinued using a product
are telling friends about the experience and influence them to avoid it (Bodur & Day, 1978;
Lau & Ng, 2009; Leonard-Barton, 1985). So we have:
H2:

Negative Social Influence positively influences consumers’ brand avoidance attitude.

Perceived Animosity
Klein et al. (1998) introduced the concept ‘Animosity’ into literature by developing and
presenting the Animosity Model of Foreign Product Purchase, and tested and validated it on
Chinese consumers’ attitude towards Japanese-made products. They defined the construct of
animosity as “the remnants of antipathy related to previous or ongoing military, political, or
economic events”, affect consumers’ purchase behavior in the international marketplace. As
the world has become global village and companies have more access to deliver their product
to other countries and at the same time consumers from different countries have the liberty to
choose products and brands. So it is evident from literature that products’ origin can affect
the consumer buying decision irrespective of the product judgment. i.e. consumer might avoid
products or brands from offending country not concerning to the quality of goods, but because
the exporting country has engaged in military, political, or economic acts (Klein et al., 1998).
There could be many sources of having animosity towards another country, from a minor
reason that the two countries are sharing a contiguous border (like the US and Canada), or due
to some serious manifestation stemming from previous military events or recent economic or
diplomatic disputes (like Pakistan and US, US and Iran).
In the original animosity model (Klein et al., 1998) consumer judgments and attitudes’ effect
were not examined, although other studies empirically proved that animosity also related to
consumers evaluative response (Russell & Russell, 2010). Shoham et al. (2006) in assessing
Israeli Jewish consumers’ opinion about Israeli-Arab products found that animosity equally
impacted product quality judgments and willingness to buy. Similarly, Yang and TSO (2007)
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showed that animosity towards China was significantly related to Taiwanese consumers’
attitude toward TV program imported from China. In reference to above discussion about
animosity towards country of origin, we have proposed following hypothesis:
H3:

Consumers’ perceived animosity towards the Country-of-origin positively influences
consumers’ brand avoidance attitude.

Perceived Risk
As the results of an exchange are uncertain, so consumers want to reduce their risk involved
in their purchasing. Since 1960s (Bauer, 1960), perceived risk theory has been used to explain
consumers’ behavior. In literature we can find different definitions for perceived risk. For
instance, Peter and Ryan(1976) defined perceived risk as a kind of subjective expected loss
and Featherman and Pavlou (2003) defined perceived risk as the possible loss when pursuing
a desired result (Lee, 2009). Many researchers have examined the impact of risk on traditional
consumer decision making (Lin, 2008; Mitra, Reiss, & Capella, 1999). Some researchers
argued that perceived risk is a two-dimensional construct which consist of uncertainty related
to purchasing decision and the consequences of taking an adverse action (Bettman, 1973;
Cunningham, 1967; Mitra et al., 1999; Schiffman, 1972).
Although perceived risk expose a mixture of dimensions and meanings based on different
research targets and purposes, but most of the scholars claimed that the consumers’ perceived
risk is a kind of multi-dimensional structure. In marketing literature, six components or types
of perceived risk have been identified (Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972; Kaplan, Szybillo, & Jacoby,
1974). Jacoby and Kaplan (1972) identified five dimensions as follows: Financial Risk,
Performance Risk, Physical Risk, Social Risk, and Psychological Risk. Whereas the sixth risk
parameter, time risk, was identified by Roselius (1971). Originally perceived risk was studied
in psychology but now in recent years, it is considerably applied in decision-making and in
explaining consumer’ behavior (Chaudhuri, 1997; Dowling & Staelin, 1994; Folkes, 1988).
Zeithaml (1988) and Dodds et al. (1991) argued that the consumers’ wish to purchase depend
upon and would be influenced by objective price, perceived quality, perceived value and
properties of the products. Garretson and Clow (1999) noticed that during the process of
purchasing the products/brands, the consumers would perceive different types of the risks.
Especially, when these perceived risks were considerably significant, they would influence
the consumers to not to purchase that product or brands. Taylor (1974) in his study proposed
the theory of consumers’ perceived risk and suggested that during the purchasing decision
8
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making, consumers’ choice would be affected because of different levels of perceptions. Thus
perceived risks had significant influence on the consumers’ purchasing or not to purchase
specific brands. So our research believes that when the level of perceived risk increases the
consumers is more likely to have a negative attitude towards those brands. In reference to
above discussion we have following proposition:
H4:

Consumers’ Perceived risk positively influence consumers’ brand avoidance attitude

Brand avoidance attitude and brand avoidance intention
The consumer behavior literature (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Lutz, 1975) suggests that
consumer’s attitude influence his choice. According to Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) attitude is an
individual’s positive or negative feelings about performing a particular behavior. Intention is
defined as indication of how much effort people are planning to exert in order to perform a
behavior (Ajzen, 1991). He further, emphasized that the most immediate determinant of any
behavior is the intention to perform that behavior.Past studies have provided the evidence of
positive relationship between attitude and intention (Povey, Wellens, & Conner, 2001;
Verbeke & Vackier, 2005). Bagozzi and Yi (1989) suggested that the formation of intentions
is initiated with attitudes and the will to perform a particular action will be a function of the
strength of one’s attitude.
Theory of reasoned action (TRA) suggests that one’s behavior is based on one’s intention to
engage in the behavior and in turn, the behavioral intention is best predict by both attitude
(one’s positive or negative evaluation of performing the behavior) and normative influences
(Bagozzi, 1992; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Unethical decision making, including the purchase
of brands performing unethical advertising, is mainly explained by attitude, irrespective of
product class (Phau, Teah, & Lee, 2009; Wee, Ta, & Cheok, 1995). If consumers have a
favorable or positive attitude towards certain brands they will prefer to purchase those brands;
on the other hand, if consumers have a negative or unfavorable attitude towards’ them, they
will be less prone to purchase them (Wee et al., 1995). In the light of above discussion we
propose our hypothesis:
H5:

Consumers’ brand avoidance attitude is positively linked to their brand avoidance
intention
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Familiarity with COO
In the era of globalization, companies have the opportunities to distribute to their goods to
consumers all over the world. At the consumer side, consumers have more options to take
their decision as they have a broad range of products and services in almost any category. So,
country of Origin (COO) has become an essential factor to consider while studying the
consumer assessment of foreign products (Jiménez & Martín, 2010). Researchers interested in
exploring COO effect have diverse findings due to the wide-range of backgrounds, conception
and contexts involved in the analysis of this variable. In broader sense, COO is an image
element that consists of product characteristics (e.g. innovation, technology, reliability, price,
overall quality, typical products) and the country associations about the characteristics of a
country (Jiménez & Martín, 2010). Whereas other studies describe COO as one aspect of a
brand which give an idea to consumers to identify the organization with the original domicile
of country rather that the country where the product is being manufactured (Ahmed et al.,
2004; Shankarmahesh, 2006; Thakor, 1996).
Lee (2007) argued that countries become brands when we associate the country name with
commercial use. COO is perceived as an image variable or an extrinsic cue attached with
brand information, and consumer may use these cues during product/brand evaluation (Elliott
& Cameron, 1994; Zeithaml, 1988). Elliot and Cameron (1994) emphasized that when
consumers have minimum product related information or less motivated to process
information, COO knowledge plays a robust effect in product evaluation.
Jiménez and Martin (2010) in their study of automobiles in Spain found significant
moderating effect of familiarity with country’s product and brand on the relationship between
animosity and trust towards firms. Consumers may consider not buying an unfamiliar foreign
brand because they may make unfavorable inferences about the quality of this product (Han,
1990). We have found no prior evidence in the literature on the moderating role of familiarity
with COO in the Relationships between animosity and brand avoidance. Keeping in view the
above discussion we hypothesize:
H6:

Familiarity with COO moderates the relationship between perceived animosity and
brand avoidance attitude; the higher the familiarity with COO the stronger the
relationship and vice versa.

On the basis of above discussion, we proposed following conceptual research mode (Figure 1)
to be tested empirically by using online survey method:
10
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Pre-Purchase Factors
Familiarity with
COO
Undesired Self
Congruence
Negative Social
Influence

Perceived
Animosity

H1

H6

H2
Brand Avoidance
Attitude

H3

H5

Brand Avoidance
Intention

H4
Perceived
Risk

Figure 1: Research Model

Research Methodology
Data was collected through cross-sectional online survey. A convenience method has been
used and questionnaire has been sent by using social media web pages (facebool.com and
twitter.com). A total of 278 valid responses, after deleting 8 multivariate outliers, consist of
male 203(73%). There are 8(2.9%) respondents below 20 years of age, 66(23.7%) are from 20
to 25 years, 117(42.1%) are from 26 to 30 years, 64(23%) are from 31 to 35, 19(6.8%) are
from 36 to 40 and 4(1.4%) are above 40 years of age. We have 76(27.3%) respondents with
education ‘under Master’ and 202(72.7%) are ‘Master or above’. Data was also collected for
their monthly family incomes and in our sample 68(24.5%) respondents whose family income
is below Rs. 60,000, 54(19.4%) are between Rs. 61,000 to 80,000, 61(21.9%) are between Rs.
81,000 to 100,000 and 95(34.2%) are above Rs. 100,000.
The construct brand avoidance attitude is measured by three items from Cheng, Lam, &
Yeung (2006) along with one item added by the. Brand avoidance intention is measured with
three items from Baker & Churchill’s (1977) model, which has already been implemented and
validated by other researchers (Debbabi, Daassi, & Baile, 2010; Griffith & Chen, 2004).
Undesired self is measured by 5 items generated with the help of PhD colleagues and
approved by two research professors. Negative social influence is measured with 3 items; 2
items were taken from the Kulviwat et al. (2009) and one item is taken from Gupta et al.
(2008). Animosity is measured with 5 items adapted from Klein et al. (1998). Perceived risk
11
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is measure with 4 items; 3 items are adapted from Peter & Tarpey (1975) and one item is self
generated. Familiarity with Country-of-origin is measured by single item adapted from
Laroche et al. (2005). All the items are measured on Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to
strongly agree (7).

Data Analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis has been used in AMOS to assess the model fit and to establish
convergent and discriminant validity among variables. The fit indices of full measurement
model (χ2= 278.288, df= 174, χ2/df= 1.576, CFI= 0.972, TLI= 0.967, RMSEA= 0.046,
SRMR= 0.045) show a good fit to the data, meeting all the required conditions, all the factor
loadings are above 0.60 and significant at p< 0.001. Convergent and discriminant validities
are established.
After developing an acceptable measurement model fulfilling the convergent and discriminant
validity condition. We run the structural regression model for the hypothesis testing. The
model fit (χ2= 276.859, df= 178, χ2/df= 1.555 CFI= 0.973, TLI= 0.968, RMSEA= 0.045,
SRMR= 0.045) shows a good fit to the data.

Results
The results of structural regression model (Table 1) show that H1 is supported (β=0.573,
p<0.001). Results confirm the phenomenon of staying away from undesired self image or
group of people. The higher the congruence of one’s undesired self with brand’s image, the
greater the avoidance attitude for that brand. The results obtained strongly prove our
hypothesis that undesired self congruence positively influences consumers’ brand avoidance
attitude. The findings confirm earlier research (Englis & Solomon, 1995; Ogilvie, 1987;
Phillips, Silvia, & Paradise, 2007) which indicate that consumers may abstain from
purchasing or use of product/brands owning to their reluctance to be identified with an
avoidance image/group. Clear support is provided to Banister & Hogg’s (2004) findings that
respondents have negative feeling towards unwanted image of self. Many studies concluded
that purchasing or approaching towards brands is motivated by their actual or ideal self but
they are also motivated to avoid undesired self of the consumer (Banister & Hogg, 2004;
Bhattacharya & Elsbach, 2002; Elsbach & Bhattacharya, 2001; Englis & Solomon, 1995;
Grubb & Harrison L. Grathwohl, 1967; Hogg, 1998; Hogg et al., 2000; Hogg & Michell,
1996; Sirgy, 1982; Wilk, 1996). We have found that undesired self is the strongest motivator
in making avoidance attitude.
12
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Table 1: Hypothesis Testing Results
Hypotheses

Direct effect

Std. estimate

t-value

Result

H1

US  BAA

0.573***

7.225

Supported

H2

NSI  BAA

0.062

0.871

H3

A  BAA

0.180*

2.988

Supported

H4

PR  BAA

0.024

0.303

Not Supported

H5

BAA  BAI

0.831***

12.199

Supported

H6

FCO Interaction

0.086 *

2.015

Supported

a

Partially Supported

b

US=Undesired Self, NSI=Negative Social Influence, A=Animosity, PR= Perceived Risk, BAA= Brand
Avoidance Attitude BAI= Brand Avoidance Intention, FCO=Familiarity with country-of-origin.
a
b

= unstandardized regression estimate

= multi-group analysis with demographic variables
+p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.001

H2 is not supported (β=0.062, p>0.05). To further explore this relationship, we did multigroup analysis, to know the effect of demographic variables (gender, age, education and
monthly family income) on this relationship. We found no significant effect of gender and
education on this relationship. But age and monthly family income have significant effect on
the relationship. We have found in multi-group analysis that respondents less than age 25
years and belonging to lower income families i.e. monthly family income less than Rs.80,000,
they have significant positive relationship between negative social influence and brand
avoidance attitude at p<0.10 and p<0.05 respectively. It is found in earlier studies that
consumers who are dissatisfied with a purchase or rejected or discontinued using a product
are telling friends about the experience and influence them to avoid it (Bodur & Day, 1978;
Lau & Ng, 2009; Leonard-Barton, 1985). We have found this phenomenon empirically true
that negative influence of others affect the decision making of choosing or avoiding brand
selection especially in the early age. It seems quite logical that people from lower income
family are very much afraid of losing money in buying brands, particularly, expensive brands,
because of that reason they consult about their decision with important others in family or
with their friends before taking final decision about buying brands. Whereas, on the other
hand, people belong to higher family income are not conscious about losing money. That’s
why they consult less about their decision and they perceive less influence of others in making
decision about buying a brand or avoiding a brand.
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H3 is supported (β=0.180, p<0.05). It shows that perceived animosity is a positive predictor of
brand avoidance attitude. The higher the perceived animosity with the country-of-origin, the
higher is the brand avoidance attitude. Our findings supported the previous study conducted
by Klein et al. (1998) in China. In their study of animosity model testing on foreign product
purchase, they found negative significant relationship between animosity and willingness to
purchase foreign products. Our study has strengthened this relationship that people have
positive significant relationship between animosity and brand avoidance attitude. It proved
that perceived animosity is a strong predictor of brand avoidance attitude.
H4 is not supported (β=0.024, p>0.05).While looking on the brands list of the respondent
majority of the brand are of mobile phones and laptops. Since all the brands are of foreign
made and literature tells that consumers from developing countries perceive foreign brands as
being of higher quality than domestic brands (Raju, 1995).
H5 is supported (β=0.831, p<0.05). The significance of this relationship is consistent with
previous studies which show that attitude towards buying affects consumers’ purchase
decisions. Our study shows that attitude towards avoidance also affects consumers’ purchase
decisions. Further, it shows that this relationship exists on negative side as well. i.e. the
avoidance attitude towards brands also affects avoidance intentions. Ang et al. (2001) found
that consumers’ attitude toward piracy is a significant predictor of their purchase intention and
consumers who have a positive disposition toward certain brands are more likely to purchase
those brands. Contrary to them, on the similar lines, we propose that negative attitude towards
certain brands also predicts the negative intentions towards those brands which restrict them
to buy those brands.
Moderation effect was probed by Hayes and Matthes’s (2009) approach, using their SPSS
macro to find the interaction effect of familiarity. The interaction effect of an independent
variable (animosity) and a moderating variable (familiarity with COO) on a dependent
variable (brand avoidance attitude) is considered. The average scores for all three variables
(IV, Moderator, and DV) are calculated. The independent variable and moderating variable
are mean centered for both the data sets as recommended by Aiken and West (1991). The
interaction term between animosity and familiarity with COO is significant, H6 is supported
(b=0.086, p<0.05). It shows that familiarity with COO moderates the relationship between
animosity and brand avoidance attitude. Our findings are similar to Jiménez and Martin’s
(2010) finding who found in their study of automobiles in Spain that familiarity with the
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origin of product and brands has significant moderation effect on the relationship between
animosity and the trust towards the firms.

Discussion & Conclusion
Our purpose of this study was to enhance the understanding of anti-consumption domain and
to fill the literary gap exists in the area of pre-purchase brand avoidance. The primary
objective was to provide a more integrated and comprehensive understanding of the subject
area by offering a conceptual modal empirically tested. It is argues that brand avoidance
behavior is a phenomena exercised in developed countries where consumers have full choice
of selection and avoidance against brands. Our findings from Pakistan showed that the people
from developing countries also exhibit brand avoidance behavior. We have found significant
effect of family income on the brand avoidance attitude in Pakistan that shows that as the
income increases, the people exercise more avoidance behavior.
Our study has academic and practical implications, from the academic perspective, to have
knowledge that why people avoid certain brands is interesting; the major reason of avoidance
is the unmet expectation or dissatisfaction. While our study provides insight of the brand
avoidance phenomenon even people do not have first-hand experience with brands. From
practical perspective, to be aware of brand avoidance, the practitioners should accept the state
of flux between positive and negative brand equity (Lee, 2007) which may create a problem
for company in longer time period.
Companies may take advantage over its competitors by having this knowledge and translating
it into appropriate strategies to cope with the consumers who have pre-purchase negative
attitudes and behaviors towards their brand. The focus of relational marketing is to understand
consumer and build customer relationship, so companies in general and marketing managers
should take it as a long term objective to work on those consumers and to mitigate prevailing
negative feelings about their brand or company.
From a practical point of view, it is not always easy to know about the consumers, who are
avoiding your brands. Even if there are many consumers who exhibit brand avoidance
attitudes, the number of such consumers is often fewer than the consumers who hold positive
attitudes towards the brand. When the companies look on the sales figures they do not take
into account the consumers holding negative attitude towards their brands, as this number is
not enough to affect on the immediate sales as compared to the satisfied consumers with
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brands (Reich, 1998). It is also worth noticing that in financial terms the effect may be
negligible if the brand is selected by majority of the consumers in target markets, so not all
the brand managers should be concerned about a small chunk of consumers avoiding their
brands. In small to medium enterprises (SMEs), it is relatively easy to identify the affect of
consumer’s avoidance as compared to large organizations, where due to existing large market
share with strong business relationships and established successful distribution channels, the
immediate effects of avoidance behaviors of end-users are not as noticeable. Probably, for
large organizations, these initial effects of brand avoidance may take years to translate into a
noticeable financial loss.
In terms of marketing implications, the knowledge about the factors that prevent brand
avoidance such as lack of alternatives, product involvement, and social influence can also be
useful information to attract competitor’s clientele in target markets. For instance, if the lack
of alternatives is the main restriction in switching of brand, in that situation competitor could
advertise itself as a suitable alternative. Similarly, this could be competitive advantage for the
companies that by anticipating the factors that prevent brand avoidance, they can implement
appropriate strategies to make their customers avoid competition.

Limitations & Future Researches
No research is without limitation, so this subsection will address some of the limitations of
this thesis. Although, the researcher succeeded in collecting a more heterogeneous sample
from different fields of life, by taking almost reasonable respondents form all the age-groups,
professionals and students data. But the sample was male dominant with male (73%). A large
sample including equal number of consumers in genders would improve the generalizability
of the findings for separate country wise analysis.
The research is exploratory in nature and we used a convenience sample in data collection
through online web-survey. This may be a potential objection of true representation of the
population in both the samples and limit generalizability. A wider range of participants by
using other sampling techniques (e.g. random sampling or stratified random sampling) may
increase the generalizability of the findings.
The respondents are contacted through internet, by using social media networks. That is the
reason that respondents were highly educated such as education level ‘master or above’
(72.8%). The findings should only be interpreted as being representative of the participants’
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attitudes and intentions. A heterogeneous sample representing true population would increase
the generalizability.
Past research has indicated that particular product categories may generate specific
quality/value judgments or product evaluations can be attribute-specific (Charles, 2012).
Product specific research was not the objective of the study; however, it is possible that
specific product categories may yield further insight into variations in consumption attitudes
within cross-cultural populations.
Although, before data collection from Pakistan, the researcher confirmed that English
language is better understood and recommended to be used in questionnaire, yet the results
would lack generalizability as our majority of the sample consist of highly educated
consumers of the country. For less educated consumers, this may create some comprehension
problems. Future study can address this issue by collecting data in native language (Urdu)
which may improve the results.
In developing countries, availability of counterfeit brands has been increased. Attitude
towards counterfeit brands, the opinion of peer group or friends who already had bought and
consumed a counterfeit brand or the risk of purchasing a counterfeit brand on internet would
be an interesting dimension to explore the factors affecting pre-purchase brand avoidance.
The current study explored brand avoidance for general brands. The future study can test this
model or explore new dimensions (factors) for specific product categories/sectors such as
automobile, electronics products (mobile, laptop, TVs, cameras), food and beverages,
clothing, perfumes, shoes, and sports products. Pre-purchase avoidance factors may be
different for conspicuous and inconspicuous products. Service sector can also be explored in
future studies for pre-purchase avoidance.
As the study of brand avoidance is interested in the deliberate rejection of brands when
affordability is not the issue, therefore, the data based on the people who had the financial
power to make choices, sample shows consumers from middle to upper class. However, low
income consumers are able to make choices among brands in most of developed countries, so
it is observed that they have the capacity to exercise brand avoidance. In future research, it
would be interesting to compare the findings of consumers from lower socio-economic class
of developed nations with the findings of current study.
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Finally, in our study we interviewed the end-user consumers, so the consumer perspective
about brands is the main focus of this study. Thus, future study may investigate orientations
from other than the end-user consumers, such as managers in business-to-business context,
may also provide considerable managerial implications.

References
Aaker, J. (1999). The Malleable Self: The Role of Self-Expression in Persuasion. Journal of
Marketing Research, 36(1), 45–57.
Ahmed, Z. U., Johnson, J. P., Yang, X., Fatt, C. K., Teng, H. S., & Boon, L. C. (2004). Does
country of origin matter for low-involvement products? International Marketing
Review, 21(1), 102–120.
Aikin, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting
interactions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behaviour. Organizational behavior and Human
Decision Process, 50, 179–211.
Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1969). The prediction of behavioral intentions in a choice situation.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 5(4), 400–416.
Albert, N., Merunka, D., & Valette-Florence, P. (2008). When consumers love their brands:
Exploring the concept and its dimensions. Journal of Business Research, 61(10),
1062–1075.
Ang, S. H., Cheng, P. S., Lim, E. A. C., & Tambyah, S. K. (2001). Spot the difference:
consumer responses towards counterfeits. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 18(3),
219–235.
Bagozzi, R. P. (1992). The Self-Regulation of Attitudes, Intentions, and Behavior. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 55(2), 178–204.
Bagozzi, R. P., Gopinath, M., & Nyer, P. U. (1999). The Role of Emotions in Marketing.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(2), 184–206.
Bagozzi, R. P., & Yi, Y. (1989). The Degree of Intention Formation as a Moderator of the
Attitude-Behavior Relationship. Social Psychology Quarterly, 52(4), 266.
Baker, M. J., & Churchill, G. A. (1977). The Impact of Physically Attractive Models on
Advertising Evaluations. Journal of Marketing Research, 14(4), 538–555.
Banister, E. N., & Hogg, M. K. (2001). Dislikes, distastes and the undesired self:
conceptualising and exploring the role of the undesired end state in consumer
experience.
Banister, E. N., & Hogg, M. K. (2004). Negative symbolic consumption and consumers’ drive
for self-esteem: The case of the fashion industry. European Journal of Marketing,
38(7), 850–868.
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social
psychological research: conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173–1182.
Batra, R., Boush, D. M., Chung-Hyun, K., & Kahle, L. R. (2000). Cynicism and Conformity
as Correlates of Trust in Product Information Sources. Journal of Current Issues &
Research in Advertising, 15(2), 71–79.
Bauer, R. A. (1960). “Consumer Behavior as Risk Taking.” Dynamic Marketing for a
Changing World, Chicago. American Marketing Association, 398–98.
Bettman, J. R. (1973). Perceived Risk and Its Components: A Model and Empirical Test.
Journal of Marketing Research, 10(2), 184–190.
18
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/14

Bhattacharya, C. B., & Elsbach, K. D. (2002). Us versus Them: The Roles of Organizational
Identification and Disidentification in Social Marketing Initiatives. Journal of Public
Policy & Marketing, 21(1), 26–36.
Bodur, M., & Day, R. L. (1978). consumer response to dissatisfaction with services and
intangibles. Advances in Consumer Research, 5(1), 263–272.
Bosnjak, M., & Rudolph, N. (2008). Undesired self-image congruence in a low-involvement
product context. European Journal of Marketing, 42(5/6), 702–712.
Bougie, R., Pieters, R., & Zeelenberg, M. (2003). Angry Customers don’t Come Back, They
Get Back: The Experience and Behavioral Implications of Anger and Dissatisfaction
in Services. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 31(4), 377 –393.
Campbell, B. M. (1969). The Existence and Determinants of Evoked Set in Brand Choice
Behavior. Ph.D. Diss., Columbia University.
Carroll, B. A., & Ahuvia, A. C. (2006). Some antecedents and outcomes of brand love.
Marketing Letters, 17(2), 79–89.
Charles, W. R., Jr. (2012). Consumer Demographics as Antecedents in the Animosity Model
of Foreign Product Purchase. International Journal of Business and Social science,
3(4), 13–21.
Chaudhuri, A. (1997). Consumption Emotion and Perceived Risk: A Macro-Analytic
Approach. Journal of Business Research, 39(2), 81–92.
Cheng, T. C. E., Lam, D. Y. C., & Yeung, A. C. L. (2006). Adoption of internet banking: an
empirical study in Hong Kong. Decision Support Systems, 42(3), 1558–1572.
Cherrier, H. (2009). Anti-consumption discourses and consumer-resistant identities. Journal
of Business Research, 62(2), 181–190.
Craig-Lees, M., & Hill, C. (2002). Understanding voluntary simplifiers. Psychology and
Marketing, 19(2), 187–210.
Cunningham, S. M. (1967). “The major dimensions of perceived risk”, in Cox, D.F. (Ed.),
Risk Taking and Information Handling in Consumer Behavior. Boston University
Press, Boston, MA.
Dalli, D., Romani, S., & Gistri, G. (2006). Brand dislike: representing the negative side of
consumer preferences. Article, .
Debbabi, S., Daassi, M., & Baile, S. (2010). Effect of online 3D advertising on consumer
responses: the mediating role of telepresence. Journal of Marketing Management,
26(9-10), 967–992.
Dodds, W. B., Monroe, K. B., & Grewal, D. (1991). Effects of Price, Brand, and Store
Information on Buyers’ Product Evaluations. Journal of Marketing Research, 28(3),
307–319.
Douglas, S. P., & Craig, C. S. (1997). The changing dynamic of consumer behavior:
implications for cross-cultural research. International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 14(4), 379–395.
Dowling, G. R., & Staelin, R. (1994). A Model of Perceived Risk and Intended RiskHandling Activity. The Journal of Consumer Research, 21(1), 119–134.
Duhacheck, A., Zhang, S., & Krishnan, S. (2007). Anticipated group interaction : Coping with
valence asymmetries in attitude shift. Journal of consumer research, 34(3), 395–405.
Elliot, A. J. (1999). Approach and avoidance motivation and achievement goals. Educational
Psychologist, 34(3), 169.
Elliott, G. R., & Cameron, R. C. (1994). Consumer Perception of Product Quality and the
Country-of-Origin Effect. Journal of International Marketing, 2(2), 49–62.
Elsbach, K. D., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2001). Defining Who You Are by What You’re Not:
Organizational Disidentification and the National Rifle Association. Organization
Science, 12(4), 393–413.
19
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/14

Englis, B. G., & Solomon, M. R. (1995). To Be and Not to Be: Lifestyle Imagery, Reference
Groups, and “The Clustering of America.” Journal of Advertising, 24(1), 13–28.
Englis, B. G., & Solomon, M. R. (1997). I am not therefore, i am: the role of avoidance
products in shaping consumer behavior. Advances in Consumer Research, 24, 61–63.
Escalas, J. E., & Bettman, J. R. (2005). Self-Construal, Reference Groups, and Brand
Meaning. Journal of Consumer Research: An Interdisciplinary Quarterly, Journal of
Consumer Research: An Interdisciplinary Quarterly, 32(3), 378–389.
Featherman, M. S., & Pavlou, P. A. (2003). Predicting e-services adoption: a perceived risk
facets perspective. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 59(4), 451–
474.
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1972). Attitudes and Opinions. Annual Review of Psychology,
23(1), 487–544.
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention and Behavior: An Introduction to
Theory and Research. Addison-Wesley Pub (Sd).
Folkes, V. S. (1988). The Availability Heuristic and Perceived Risk. The Journal of
Consumer Research, 15(1), 13–23.
Fournier, S. (1998). Consumers and Their Brands: Developing Relationship Theory in
Consumer Research. Journal of Consumer Research, 24(4), 343–353.
Fournier, S., & Mick, D. G. (1999). Rediscovering Satisfaction. The Journal of Marketing,
63(4), 5–23.
Friedman, M. (1985). Consumer Boycotts in the United States, 1970-1980: Contemporary
Events in Historical Perspective. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 19(1), 96–117.
Garretson, J. A., & Clow, K. E. (1999). The influence of coupon face value on service quality
expectations, risk perceptions and purchase intentions in the dental industry. Journal
of Services Marketing, 13(1), 59–72.
Griffith, D. A., & Chen, Q. (2004). The Influence of Virtual Direct Experience (VDE) on OnLine Ad Message Effectiveness. Journal of Advertising, 33(1), 55–68.
Grubb, E. L., & Harrison L. Grathwohl. (1967). Consumer Self-Concept, Symbolism and
Market Behavior: A Theoretical Approach. The Journal of Marketing, 31(4), 22–27.
Gupta, B., Dasgupta, S., & Gupta, A. (2008). Adoption of ICT in a government organization
in a developing country: An empirical study. The Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 17(2), 140–154.
Hamzaoui, L., & Merunka, D. (2006). The impact of country of design and country of
manufacture on consumer perceptions of bi-national products’ quality: an empirical
model based on the concept of fit. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 23(3), 145–155.
Han, C. M. (1990). Testing the Role of Country Image in Consumer Choice Behaviour.
European Journal of Marketing, 24(6), 24–40.
Hayes, A. F., & Matthes, J. (2009). Computational procedures for probing interactions in OLS
and logistic regression: SPSS and SAS implementations. Behavior Research Methods,
41(3), 924–936.
Hirschman, A. (1970). Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms,
Organizations, and States. Harvard University Press.
Hofstede, G. (1980). Cultural’s Consequences: International Differences in work-related
Issues. Sage, Beverly Hills, CA.
Hogg, M. (1998). Anti-Constellations: Exploring the Impact of Negation on Consumption.
Journal of Marketing Management, 14(1), 133.
Hogg, M. K., Cox, A. J., & Keeling, K. (2000). The impact of self-monitoring on image
congruence and product/brand evaluation. European Journal of Marketing, 34(5/6),
641–667.

20
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/14

Hogg, M., & Michell, P. (1996). Identity, self and consumption: a conceptual framework.
Journal of Marketing Management, 12, 629–644.
Hooley, G. J., Greenley, G. E., Cadogan, J. W., & Fahy, J. (2005). The performance impact of
marketing resources. Journal of Business Research, 58(1), 18–27.
Howard, J. A., & Sheth, J. N. (1969). The theory of buyer behavior. Wiley.
Jacoby, J., & Kaplan, L. B. (1972). “The Components of Perceived Risk”, in Proceedings of
the Third Annual Conference of the Association for Consumer Research. Association
for Consumer Research, 382–393.
Jacoby, J., & Kyner, D. B. (1973). Brand Loyalty vs. Repeat Purchasing Behavior. Journal of
Marketing Research, 10(1), 1–9.
James, L. R., & Brett, J. M. (1984). Mediators, Moderators, and tests for Mediation. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 69(2), 307–321.
Janda, S., & Rao, C. P. (1997). The effect of country-of-origin related stereotypes and
personal beliefs on product evaluation. Psychology and Marketing, 14(7), 689–702.
Jiménez, N. H., & Martín, S. san. (2010). The role of country-of-origin, ethnocentrism and
animosity in promoting consumer trust. The moderating role of familiarity.
International Business Review, 19(1), 34–45.
Kaplan, L. B., Szybillo, G. J., & Jacoby, J. (1974). Components of perceived risk in product
purchase: A cross-validation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 59(3), 287–291.
Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, Identification, and Internalization: Three Processes of
Attitude Change. The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(1), 51–60.
Klein, J., & Dawar, N. (2004). Corporate social responsibility and consumers’ attributions and
brand evaluations in a product-harm crisis. International Journal of Research in
Marketing, 21(3), 203–217.
Klein, J. G., Ettenson, R., & Morris, M. D. (1998). The Animosity Model of Foreign Product
Purchase: An Empirical Test in the People’s Republic of China. The Journal of
Marketing, 62(1), 89–100.
Klein, J. G., Smith, N. C., & John, A. (2004). Why We Boycott: Consumer Motivations for
Boycott Participation. Journal of Marketing, 68(3), 92–109.
Kozinets, R. V. (2002). Can Consumers Escape the Market? Emancipatory Illuminations from
Burning Man. The Journal of Consumer Research, 29(1), 20–38.
Kozinets, R. V., & Handelman, J. (1998). Ensouling consumption: A netnographic
exploration of the meaning of boycotting behavior. Advances in Consumer Research
Volume, 25, 475–480.
Kulviwat, S., Bruner II, G. C., & Al-Shuridah, O. (2009). The role of social influence on
adoption of high tech innovations: The moderating effect of public/private
consumption. Journal of Business Research, 62(7), 706–712.
Laroche, M., Papadopoulos, N., Heslop, L. A., & Mourali, M. (2005). The influence of
country image structure on consumer evaluations of foreign products. International
Marketing Review, 22(1), 96–115.
Lau, G. T., & Ng, S. (2009). Individual and Situational Factors Influencing Negative Wordof-Mouth Behaviour. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences / Revue
Canadienne des Sciences de l’Administration, 18(3), 163–178.
Lee, M. S. W. (2007). Brands we love to hate: An exploration of brand avoidance. Thesis, .
Lee, M. S. W., Motion, J., & Conroy, D. (2009). Anti-consumption and brand avoidance.
Journal of Business Research, Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 169–180.
Lee, M.-C. (2009). Factors influencing the adoption of internet banking: An integration of
TAM and TPB with perceived risk and perceived benefit. Electronic Commerce
Research and Applications, 8(3), 130–141.

21
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/14

Leonard-Barton, D. (1985). Experts as Negative Opinion Leaders in the Diffusion of a
Technological Innovation. The Journal of Consumer Research, 11(4), 914–926.
Levy, S. (1959). Symbols for sales. Harvard Business Review, 37(4), 117–24.
Lin, W.-B. (2008). Investigation on the model of consumers’ perceived risk--integrated
viewpoint. Expert Systems with Applications, 34(2), 977–988.
Lutz, R. J. (1975). Changing Brand Attitudes Through Modification of Cognitive Structure.
The Journal of Consumer Research, 1(4), 49–59.
Mitra, K., Reiss, M. C., & Capella, L. M. (1999). An examination of perceived risk,
information search and behavioral intentions in search, experience and credence
services. Journal of Services Marketing, 13(3), 208–228.
Moorman, C., Diehl, K., Brinberg, D., & Kidwell, B. (2004). Subjective Knowledge, Search
Locations, and Consumer Choice. The Journal of Consumer Research, 31(3), 673–
680.
Narayana, C. L., & Markin, R. J. (1975). Consumer Behavior and Product Performance: An
Alternative Conceptualization. The Journal of Marketing, 39(4), 1–6.
Ogilvie, D. M. (1987). The Undesired Self: A Neglected Variable in Personality Research.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52(2), 379–385.
Oliva, T. A., Oliver, R. L., & MacMillan, I. C. (1992). A Catastrophe Model for Developing
Service Satisfaction Strategies. The Journal of Marketing, 56(3), 83–95.
Oliver, R. L. (1980). A Cognitive Model of the Antecedents and Consequences of Satisfaction
Decisions. Journal of Marketing Research, 17(4), 460–469.
Parkes, L. P., Schneider, S. K., & Bochner, S. (1999). Individualism-collectivism and selfconcept: Social or contextual? Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 2(3), 367–383.
Peter, J. P., & Ryan, M. J. (1976). An Investigation of Perceived Risk at the Brand Level.
Journal of Marketing Research, 13(2), 184–188.
Peter, J. P., & Tarpey, L. X. (1975). A Comparative Analysis of Three Consumer Decision
Strategies. The Journal of Consumer Research, 2(1), 29–37.
Phau, I., Teah, M., & Lee, A. (2009). Targeting buyers of counterfeits of luxury brands: A
study on attitudes of Singaporean consumers. Journal of Targeting, Measurement and
Analysis for Marketing, 17(1), 3–15.
Phillips, A. G., Silvia, P., & Paradise, M. J. (2007). The undesired self and emotional
experience: a latent variable analysis. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology,
26(9), 1035–1047.
Piacentini, M. G., & Banister, E. N. (2009). Managing anti-consumption in an excessive
drinking culture. Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 279–288.
Povey, R., Wellens, B., & Conner, M. (2001). Attitudes towards following meat, vegetarian
and vegan diets: an examination of the role of ambivalence. Appetite, 37(1), 15–26.
Raju, P. S. (1984). Exploratory brand switching: An empirical examination of its
determinants. Journal of Economic Psychology, 5(3), 201–221.
Raju, P. S. (1995). Consumer behavior in global markets: the A-B-C-D paradigm and its
application to eastern Europe and the Third World. Journal of Consumer Marketing,
12(5), 37–56.
Reich, R., B. (1998). The new meaning of corporate social responsibility. California
Management Review, 40(2), 8–17.
Richins, M. L. (1983). Negative Word-of-Mouth by Dissatisfied Consumers: A Pilot Study.
The Journal of Marketing, 47(1), 68–78.
Richins, M. L. (1984). Word of Mouth Communication as Negative Information. Advances in
Consumer Research, 11(1), 697–702.
Roselius, T. (1971). Consumer Rankings of Risk Reduction Methods. The Journal of
Marketing, 35(1), 56–61.
22
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/14

Russell, C. A., & Russell, D. W. (2010). Guilty by stereotypic association: Country animosity
and brand prejudice and discrimination. Marketing Letters, 21(4), 413–425.
Rust, R. T., Varki, S., & Oliver, R. L. (1997). Customer delight: Foundations, findings, and
managerial insight. Journal of Retailing, 73(3), 311–336.
SandIkci, Ö., & Ekici, A. (2009). Politically motivated brand rejection. Journal of Business
Research, 62(2), 208–217.
Schiffman, L. G. (1972). Perceived Risk in New Product Trial by Elderly Consumers. Journal
of Marketing Research, 9(1), 106–108.
Shankarmahesh, M. N. (2006). Consumer ethnocentrism: an integrative review of its
antecedents and consequences. International Marketing Review, 23(2), 146–172.
Shimp, T. A., & Sharma, S. (1987). Consumer Ethnocentrism: Construction and Validation of
the CETSCALE. Journal of Marketing Research, 24(3), 280–289.
Shoham, A., Davidow, M., Klein, J. G., & Ruvio, A. (2006). Animosity on the Home Front:
The Intifada in Israel and Its Impact on Consumer Behavior. Journal of International
Marketing, 14(3), 92–114.
Sirgy, J. (1982). Self-Concept in Consumer Behavior: A Critical Review. The Journal of
Consumer Research, 9(3), 287–300.
Solomon, M. R. (1983). The Role of Products as Social Stimuli: A Symbolic Interactionism
Perspective. Journal of Consumer Research: An Interdisciplinary Quarterly, Journal
of Consumer Research: An Interdisciplinary Quarterly, 10(3), 319–29.
Stone, R. N., & Grønhaug, K. (1993). Perceived Risk: Further Considerations for the
Marketing Discipline. European Journal of Marketing, 27(3), 39–50.
Taylor, J. W. (1974). The Role of Risk in Consumer Behavior. The Journal of Marketing,
38(2), 54–60.
Taylor, S., & Bogdan, R. (1998). Introduction to qualitative research methods : a guidebook
and resource (3rd ed.). New York: Wiley.
Thakor, M. V. (1996). Brand origin: conceptualization and review. Journal of Consumer
Marketing, 13(3), 27–42.
Thompson, C. J., & Arsel, Z. (2004). The Starbucks Brandscape and Consumers’
(Anticorporate) Experiences of Glocalization. The Journal of Consumer Research,
31(3), 631–642.
Thompson, C. J., Rindfleisch, A., & Arsel, Z. (2006). Emotional Branding and the Strategic
Value of the Doppelgänger Brand Image. Journal of Marketing, 70(1), 50–64.
Thomson, M., MacInnis, D. J., & Whan Park, C. (2005). The Ties That Bind: Measuring the
Strength of Consumers’ Emotional Attachments to Brands. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 15(1), 77–91.
Triandis, H. C., & Albert, R. D. (1987). Cross-Culutral perspectives. In Jablin, F.M.
Putman,L.L. Roberts, K.H. Porter, L.W. (Eds) Handbook of Organizational
Communication. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE.
Verbeke, W., & Vackier, I. (2005). Individual determinants of fish consumption: application
of the theory of planned behaviour. Appetite, 44(1), 67–82.
Ward, S., Larry, L., & Jonathan, G. (1999). What High-Tech managers need to know about
brands. Harvard Business Review, 77(4), 85–95.
Wee, C.-H., Ta, S.-J., & Cheok, K.-H. (1995). Non-price determinants of intention to
purchase counterfeit goods: an exploratory study. International Marketing Review,
12(6), 19–46.
Whang, Y. O., Allen, J., Sahoury, N., & Zhang, H. (2004). Falling in Love with a Product:
The Structure of a Romantic Consumer-Product Relationship. Advances in Consumer
Research, 31, 320–327.

23
Published by iRepository, 2022

https://ir.iba.edu.pk/icm/2012/day2/14

Wilk, R. (1996). A Critique of Desire: Distaste and Dislike in Consumer Behavior. Special
Session Paper. Association for Consumer Research.
Yang, K. C. C., & Tso, T. K. (2007). An Exploratory Study of Factors Influencing Audience’s
Attitudes Toward Imported Television Programs in Taiwan. International Journal on
Media Management, 9(1), 19–27.
Zahorik, A. J. (1994). A nonhierarchical brand switching model for inferring market structure.
European Journal of Operational Research, 76(2), 344–358.
Zavestoski, S. (2002). The social-psychological bases of anti-consumption attitudes.
Psychology and Marketing, 19(2), 149–165.
Zeithaml, V. (1988). Consumer perceptions of price, quality, and value: A means-end model
and synthesis of evidence. Journal of Marketing, 52(3), 2–22.

24
Published by iRepository, 2022

